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DETAILED ACTION 

■ 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 



The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 




matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

Claim 4 recites the limitation "the size of the display screen" in line 7. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. Therefore, for examining 

■ 

purposes, the features recited in line 7 of claim 4 will not be accorded any patentable 
weight. 

Claim 5 is being rejected as incorporating the deficiencies of claim 4. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1. 3. 6 and 9-10 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(al as b eing unpatentable over 
Ausems et al. (US Application Publication No. 200 1/0044321 AH. hereinafter 
referred to as Ausems. in view of Parulski et al. (US Patent No. 6.292.218 BP. 
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hereinafter referred to as Parulski. and in view of Toma et al. fUS P atent No. 
6.707.498 BH. hereinafter referred to as Toma. and further in view of den Boer et 
al. (US Patent No. 5.780.8711. hereinaft er referred to as Boer. 

Regarding claim 1, Ausems teaches a palm-top electronic device for capturing 
and displaying images, e.g. a PDA with an integrated digital camera (see paragraph 
[0042]) comprising a display screen (145) for displaying the images captured by a 
photosensitive chip having a photosensitive area, i.e. an inherent image sensor, 
wherein the display screen has a rectangular shape with a width-to-height aspect ratio 
is smaller than 1 (see fig.ld). Ausems, however, does not explicitly teach that the 
photosensitive area is rectangular in shape with a width-to-height aspect ratio smaller 
than 1 , that the size of the photosensitive chip is smaller than the size of the display 
screen, and that the aspect ratio obtained by dividing the first width by the first height is 
substantially equal to the aspect ratio obtained by dividing the second width by the 
second height. 

As disclosed by Parulski in col. 8, lines 1-7, the concept of matching the aspect 
ratio of the effective area of an image sensor to the aspect ratio of the intended display 
screen is not novel, and, although costly, is considered to be the easiest way to map the 
sensor pixels to the display pixels. In addition, the concept of a solid-state imaging 
device having a width-to-height aspect ratio smaller than 1 is well known in the art, as 
evidenced by Toma (see col. 9, lines 9-17). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to use the imaging device of Toma in the palm-top 
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electronic device taught by Ausems, while aiming to match their respective aspect 
ratios, in order to obtain a one-to-one mapping between the image sensor pixels and 
the display pixels since doing so minimizes the image processing required for image 
display. 

Regarding the claimed feature of having the photosensitive chip smaller 
than the size of the display screen, the concept of an image sensor with an image pixel 
pitch of at least 9 microns is old and well-known in the art, as evidenced by Parulski 
(see col. 5, lines 49-57). It is also well-known in the art that an LCD has a conventional 
pixel pitch of at least 40 microns, as evidenced by Boer (see col. 6, lines 60-63). 
Accordingly, those of ordinary skill in the relevant art will readily appreciate that the size 
of a photosensitive chip which, in order to obtain a one-to-one mapping as discussed 
above, has the same number of pixels as an LCD will typically be smaller than the size 
of said LCD. In addition, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to have an electronic device for capturing and 
displaying images that has a photosensitive chip smaller than a display screen since a 
person with ordinary skill has good reason to pursue the known options within his or her 
technical grasp if this leads to an anticipated result. Furthermore, it would have been an 
obvious matter of design choice to have the size of the photosensitive chip smaller than 
the size of the display screen since the applicant has not disclosed that having the size 
of the photosensitive chip smaller than the size of the display screen solves any stated 
problem or is for any particular purpose. 



■ 
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Regarding claim 3, Ausems, as modified by Parulski and Toma, discloses the 
claimed invention except for the photosensitive chip being a CMOS image sensor. It 
would have been an obvious matter of design choice to use a conventional CMOS 
sensor since the applicant has not disclosed that using a CMOS image sensor solves 
any stated problem or is for any particular purpose and it appears that the invention 
would perform equally well with a CCD image sensor as disclosed by Ausems, as 
modified by Toma. 

Regarding claims 6 and 10, Ausems teaches a palm-top electronic device for 
capturing and displaying images, e.g. a PDA with an integrated digital camera (see 
paragraph [0042]) comprising a display screen (145) for displaying the images captured 
by a photosensitive chip, i.e. an inherent image sensor, wherein the display screen has 
a rectangular shape with a width-to-height aspect ratio is smaller than 1 (see fig.ld). 
Ausems, however, does not explicitly teach that the display screen is suited for showing 
the entire image captured by the photosensitive chip and that the entire image is shown 
fully using the entire display screen, that the photosensitive area of the photosensitive 
chip has a rectangular shape with a width-to-height aspect ratio smaller than 1 , wherein 
the size of the photosensor is smaller than the size of the display screen and that the 
width-to-height aspect ratio of the effective area of the image sensor corresponds to the 
width-to-height aspect ratio of the display screen. 

As disclosed by Parulski in col. 8, lines 1-7, the concept of matching the aspect 
ratio of the effective area of an image sensor to the aspect ratio of the intended display 
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screen is not novel, and, although costly, is considered to be the easiest way to map the 
sensor pixels to the display pixels. In addition, the concept of a solid-state imaging 
device having a width-to-height aspect ratio smaller than 1 is well known in the art, as 
evidenced by Toma (see col. 9, lines 9-17). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to use the imaging device of Toma in the palm-top 
electronic device taught by Ausems, while aiming to match their respective aspect 
ratios, in order to have the display screen suited for fully showing the entire image 
captured using the entire display screen by having a one-to-one mapping between the 
image sensor pixels and the display pixels since doing so minimizes the image 
processing required for image display. 

Ausems, as modified by Parulski and Toma, discloses that the photosensitive 
area of the photosensitive chip has a rectangular shape with a width-to-height aspect 
ratio is smaller than 1 (see Toma, pixel field 2 in figure 8). In addition, Ausems, as 
modified by Parulski and Toma, discloses that the width-to-height aspect ratio of the 
effective area of the image sensor corresponds to the width-to-height aspect ratio of the 
intended display screen (see Parulski, col. 8, lines 1-7). 

Regarding the claimed feature of having the photosensitive chip smaller than the 
size of the display screen, the concept of an image sensor with an image pixel pitch of 
at least 9 microns is old and well-known in the art, as evidenced by Parulski (see col. 5, 
lines 49-57). It is also well-known in the art that an LCD has a conventional pixel pitch 
of at least 40 microns, as evidenced by Boer (see col. 6, lines 60-63). Accordingly, 
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those of ordinary skill in the relevant art will readily appreciate that the size of a 
photosensitive chip which, in order to obtain a one-to-one mapping as discussed above, 
has the same number of pixels as an LCD will typically be smaller than the size of said 
LCD. In addition, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to have an palm-top electronic device for capturing and 
displaying images that has a photosensitive chip smaller than a display screen since a 
person with ordinary skill has good reason to pursue the known options within his or her 
technical grasp if this leads to an anticipated result. Furthermore, it would have been an 
obvious matter of design choice to have the size of the photosensitive chip smaller than 
the size of the display screen since the applicant has not disclosed that having the size 
of the photosensitive chip smaller than the size of the display screen solves any stated 
problem or is for any particular purpose. 

Regarding claim 9, Ausems, as modified by Parulski, Toma and Boer, discloses 
the claimed invention except for the photosensitive chip being a CMOS image sensor. 
It would have been an obvious matter of design choice to use a conventional CMOS 
sensor since the applicant has not disclosed that using a CMOS image sensor solves 
any stated problem or is for any particular purpose and it appears that the invention 
would perform equally well with a CCD image sensor as disclosed by Ausems, as 

* 

modified by Toma. 

Claims 4 and S are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103fal as being unpatentable over 
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Toma fUS Patent No. 6.707.498 B1K and further in view of the Internet publication 
CMOS versus CCD & What's It All Mean?. Canon EOS D30 Digital SLR Review. 
Imaging Resource Website. 2000 f retrieved on 2007-06-271. Retrieved from the 
Internet: <URL: www.imaging-resource.com/PRODS/D30/ 
D30A4.HTM> (hereinafter referred to as the Canon review). 

Regarding claim 4, Toma discloses a photosensitive area, i.e. a pixel field (2), 
having a rectangular shape with a width-to-height aspect ratio smaller than 1 (see col. 9, 
lines 9-1 7). It would have been inherent to have the photosensitive area disposed on a 
chip, i.e. a substrate. Toma, however, does not explicitly disclose that the 
photosensitive chip has a rectangular shape with a width-to-height aspect ratio smaller 

than 1 . 

As evidenced by the Canon review (see first figure on page 4), photosensitive 
chips are conventionally designed in a rectangular shape, substantially matching the 
aspect ratio of the photosensitive area. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to design the photosensitive chip in a rectangular 
shape with a width-to-height aspect ratio substantially similar to its photosensitive area 
in order to minimize production costs by conforming to conventional processes for 
manufacturing image sensors chips. 

Regarding claim 5, Toma discloses the claimed invention except for the 



* 



* 
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photosensitive chip being a CMOS image sensor. It would have been an obvious 
matter of design choice to use either a conventional CMOS sensor or a conventional 
CCD sensor since the applicant has not disclosed that using a CMOS image sensor 
solves any stated problem or is for any particular purpose and it appears that the 
invention would perform equally well with a CCD image sensor as disclosed by Toma. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed on 10/16/07 have been fully considered but they are 

not persuasive. 

Applicant asserts on page 7 that the reference to Parulski clearly suggests that 
the size of an image sensor of 512 x 768 pixels is the same as the size of a display 
screen of 512 x 768 pixels because the aspect ratio of a display of 240 lines x 312 
pixels is different from the aspect ratio of an image sensor of 512 x 768 pixels. The 
examiner could not ascertain how the Applicant came to her conclusion based on the 
premises. On the other hand, an argument could be made that, if a sensor has the 
same number of pixels as an LCD, then they both are substantially the same size. 
However, such argument might be valid if the size of the sensor pixels is substantially 
the same as the size of the display pixels. As previously discussed in the rejection of 
claims 1 and 6, image sensor pixels are conventionally smaller than LCD pixels. 
Therefore, those ordinarily skilled artisans in the relevant art will recognize that the size 
of the image sensor will typically be smaller than the size of a display screen with the 
same number of pixels. 
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In response to applicant's argument that there is no suggestion to combine the 
references, the examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be established by 
combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention 
where there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the 
references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in 
the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988) and In re 
Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, the motivation to 
combine the display device taught by Ausems and the photosensor taught by Toma, i.e. 
minimizing the image processing required for image display by achieving a one-to-one 
mapping between the image sensor pixels and the display pixels, is found in the 
knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skilled in the art, as evidenced by 
Parulski in col. 8, lines 1-7. 

* 

Furthermore, nonobviousness cannot be shown by attacking references 
individually where the rejections are based on combinations of references, e.g. 
attacking the combination of Ausems and Toma excluding the well-known teachings of 
Parulski. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re Merck & 
Co., 800 F.2d 1091, 231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 1986). 

For the foregoing reasons, the rejection is still deemed proper and has been 

maintained. 
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Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Wanda M. Negron whose telephone number is (571) 
270-1 129. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Fri 6:30 am - 4:00 pm 
alternate Fri off. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David Ometz can be reached on (571 ) 272-7593. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 



Application/Control Number: Page 12 

10/710,076 

Art Unit: 2622 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

» 

/Wanda M. Nearon / 

Examiner, Art Unit 2622 
December 18, 2007 




DAVID OMETZ 
SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 



